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It is believed by many that in order to be competitive in the global economy, we
must provide opportunities for the college-age population to enroll in post-secondary
education and complete training in higher education. The purpose of this study was to
determine the perceptions of administrators, faculty, and student support service staff
regarding retention practices and services used by the community college to retain fulltime, associate degree seeking students from their 1st year to 2nd year of enrollment.
A descriptive research design was used in this study, and data analysis included
frequencies, means, Mann-Whitney U test, and Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA. A survey was
distributed to a sample of 349 participants who were employed in a community college
requesting their perceptions regarding the importance of 22 advising center's practices
and services. The study served to increase knowledge of retention practices and services
provided by a community college with 6 campus locations.
Findings from the study revealed that 5 of the 22 advising practices and services
had a significant difference while the other 17 practices/ services had no significant
difference. Significant differences were found in the perceptions of administrators,

faculty, and support staff in the following areas: (a) the practice /service extended
freshman seminar or orientation credit course, (b) the practice/service policies for
advising of students by faculty, (c) the practice/service of academic accommodations for
students with learning disabilities, (d) the practice/service early warning system for
academically at risk students, and (e) the practice/service special support programs for
racial/ethnic minorities. The results of this study revealed that the role of administrators,
faculty, and support staff is a fundamental component in the retention of students.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Let us think of education as the means of developing our greatest abilities,
because in each of us there is a private hope and dream which, fulfilled, can be
translated into benefit for everyone and greater strength for our nation. (Kennedy,
1961)
Various studies suggest that students have a desire to be successful. The
community college environment serves as the pathway for success to many. Bailey,
Jenkins, and Leinbach (2005) state that the concept of student success has been
researched in depth; however, the aspect of student success as an outcome of institutional
practices needs further review. The concept of student success may be measured in
various ways. However, one specific approach focuses on the aspects of graduation rates,
level of attainment, percentage of population with some level of goal attainment, or the
number of degrees awarded yearly (Mullin, 2012). According to Mullin (2012), student
success is often assessed at the institutional level, and these methods report assessments
of students for the entire section of education. On the other hand, Kuh (2003) suggests
that student success incorporate a broader definition to include the following: academic
achievement, engagement in educationally purposeful activities, satisfaction, acquisition
of desired knowledge, skills, and competencies, persistence, attainment of educational
objectives, and post-college performance. According to Mullin, (2012) in the specific
1

area of community college student success, the data are limited (2012). Zeidenburg
(2008) maintained that the attainment of a high school degree alone may prevent students
from achieving the level of success necessary to support a family. The community
college sector between 1970-2005 was reported to have awarded twice as many associate
degrees than bachelors at the university level in the same period (Mullin, 2012).
Through the open door policy community colleges have come to provide a
valuable service to students and to the community (Boggs, 2010). The economy today
demands that the connection between education and economic opportunity be
inseparable; the two intertwine to develop student character for functioning in today’s
society (Zeidenburg, 2008). Research statistics show that students with higher level
degrees are able to achieve higher salaries (Boggs, 2010). As a result, President Obama
sent out a request to the nation’s community colleges to increase graduation rates by 5
million and over a period of 10 years, a 50% increase in the current numbers (Obama,
2009). The American Graduation Initiative (AGI) proposes to fund innovative endeavors
at community colleges as a response to the need to increase educational attainment and to
assure career-ready graduates (Obama, 2009). Research supports the need for a degree
beyond a high school diploma. In addition, these findings suggest that within the next
few years there will be an influx of jobs requiring at least an associate degree (Obama,
2009). During the period of 1973-2005, hourly wages showed a decrease from $14.39 to
$14.14, but for those with a college degree there was an increase of 21.00 to $24.67
(Zeidenburg, 2008). Studies support the allegation that a college degree has replaced the
high school diploma as a support for economic self-sufficiency and responsible
citizenship (Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008). Over the years the issue has
2

gained even more attention. Additional findings suggest, “to remain competitive in the
global economy, we must enable a greater percentage of our college-age population to
enroll in post-secondary education and complete a degree in a timely fashion” (American
College Testing [ACT], 2004, p. 2).
According to the literature the issue of student retention (attrition) is seen as a
long withstanding problem in postsecondary education. Wild and Ebbers (2002) stated
the nature of student retention in community colleges is much more diverse and
multifaceted.
According to a study completed by the American Association of Community
Colleges (2006), about 80% of community colleges consider retention of students until
graduation to be a major challenge. In addition, the literature has not been able to provide
administrators the how and why different actions work on different campuses for
different types of students (Tinto, 1993). Currently, studies show that nearly half of all
first-year community college students leave higher education before beginning their
second year of college (Byrd & MacDonald, 2005). It is currently estimated that that
nearly 77% of all first time students will begin their college careers in the fall semester.
In addition another 20% will enter sometime after that period. These percentages
highlight the critical need for some intervention during the first year. Retention during
this period is also essential because many of these entrants will be part-time students who
take a variety of courses unrelated to any coherent degree program (Tinto, 1993). There is
an alarming rate that appears to have held steady for almost 40 years (Tinto, 2006-2007).
The fact is that 41% of entering community college students and 29% of all entering
college students are underprepared in at least one of the basic skills of reading, writing,
3

and math (Tinto, 1993). Even though this number may seem low there are an increasingly
large number of students who don’t return to college or complete their degree program
(Byrd & MacDonald, 2005).
According to Tinto (1993), the existing literature regarding student retention is
focused primarily on traditional age students in the residential settings of four-year
colleges and universities and not on the community college, The current literature
appears to have little or fragmented data on community college’s administrator, faculty
and staff perceptions of the issues concerning retention. The study also states that attrition
(retention) also interferes with individual, institutional, and social well-being, depleting
the future pool of skilled workers and educated citizens needed to participate in an
increasingly supplicated economy of and complex sophisticated life (Anasalone, 2003).
In addition, it has been found that institutional planning, budgeting, and economic
stability become less manageable in colleges with excessive retention/attrition rates
(Anasalone, 2003). The aspects of the economic, societal, psychological, organizational,
and internationalist perspectives have shaped most of the studies of college student
persistence (Braxton & Hirschy, 2001). This is also much more common in the
community colleges than in the four year sector (Anasalone, 2003). The current and past
economic needs have led more institutions to widen their entry net in an effort to capture
an increasing larger number and diversity of students (Tinto, 1993). As result, the
questions are posed: which students persist and who drops out when? Another
component would be who completes the programs, transfers, or satisfies the reasons for
entry (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
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In an attempt to address the problem, colleges attempt to survey dropouts and
access and analyze transcripts to determine who stays or leaves (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
These findings are essential to determining how the college will or can better serve the
students and increase attrition rates.
Research shows that studies on dropouts rely on surveys of students that fail to
return. These findings gathered varied reasons for leaving (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). The
consensus appears that even though the reasons are varied, in general the situations
appear to be out of the college’s control.
On the other hand, there are some indications that the colleges could intervene.
Research indicates that “student retention is critical to the community college
environment” (Wild & Ebbers, 2002, p. 5). McArthur (2005) stated that “clearly
community college leaders cannot overlook the significance of the research indicating
such an important role for the faculty in student retention” (p.12). It has been noted that
the aspect of student retention affects students internally and externally.
In addition, faculty and administrators often struggle to answer questions from
the public and the government concerning the effectiveness of the educational system in
the community (Wild & Ebbers, 2002). Therefore, it only seems appropriate that the
community college’s administrators and faculty/staff would be required to play a more
detailed role in student retention. This partnership is necessary to understand and
examine these forces (attrition) and to be able to take action pertaining to student
retention as a means of success for the community college entity (Wild & Ebbers, 2002).
Community colleges can’t afford to ignore the financial effects of gaining or losing
thousands of dollars as a result of failing to retain students from year one to year two
5

(2002). How do we as administrators, faculty, and staff make retention a primary
concern? Tinto (2002) stated that among other things institutions would stop interfering
at the margins of institutional life and make enhancing student retention the cornerstone
about which they organize their activities.
Statement of the Problem
The current literature appears to have little or fragmented data on community
college’s administrator, faculty, and staff perceptions of the issues concerning retention.
Studies indicate that there needs to be more research and criterion specifically related to
this unique institution and student population to identify the causes of attrition and to
develop new interventions to increase retention (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2006). This study seeks to increase awareness and to gain an understanding of
the community college’s administration, faculty and staff’s roles and their perceptions of
institutional practices and services that impact student retention. Lastly, it is necessary to
determine if there are differences of perceptions concerning the issue of student retention
and what these issues entail.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to investigate the perceptions of a Mississippi
community college district’s administrators, faculty, and student support services staff
regarding student retention issues or factors. Community colleges experience the lowest
retention rates among institutions of higher education and this issue is of a major concern
to administrator (Dempsey, 2009). According to the American Association of
Community Colleges (2006), student retention is one of the bigger challenges that
6

community colleges face. They are engaging in a variety of programs to address this
issue such as tutoring, counseling, and orientation. Currently, these programs are only
somewhat efficacious suggesting a need for learning and investigation.
The intent of the researcher was to conduct a survey of the perceptions of
administrators, faculty, and staff that are knowledgeable of the advising practices and
services in a community college setting. Specifically, this study will be designed to
determine whether there is a difference among community college administrators,
faculty, and support service staff regarding their perceptions of the practices and services
provided by the advising center.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following research questions regarding practices
and services of the community college advising center examined herein:
1. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college administrators
a. regarding advising center practices and services as a function for
retention?
2. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college faculty regarding
advising center practices and services as a function for retention?
3. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college student support
services staff regarding advising center practices and services as a function for
retention?
4. Are there significant differences among community college administrators,
faculty, and support service staff regarding their perceptions of the practices and
services provided by the advising center?
7

Theoretical Framework
There have been several studies focusing students as they go from the end of the
first year in college to the second (Braxton & Lien, 2000, as cited in Seidman, 2005).
However most of these studies use an overlapping framework approach. These studies
modified Tinto’s (1975) theory model of student integration. The previous studies sought
to modify the original model which led to the use of models such as Bean & Metzner's
(1985) on student attrition, Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1980) interpretation of Tinto’s
framework as well as Astins’(1975) student involvement perspective. These efforts led to
the conceptualization of the student engagement model (Nora, 2004, as cited in Seidman,
2005). This specific framework was used to focus on the specific factors that impact a
student’s decision to withdraw or persevere past the first year of college (Seidman, 2005).
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for the study included the topic of retention, the
perceptions, external factors, and academic advising center. A visual depiction of the
conceptual framework is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.

Conceptual framework.

Limitations
The limitations for the study were as follows:
The sample in this study was drawn from a population of full-time faculty
employed at one community college in the southeastern United States. Therefore, the
findings in this study cannot be generalized beyond the population described.
Delimitations
The delimitations that this study focused on consisted of one community college
district with six campuses. There were numerous students that use online registration
which prohibits face-to-face interaction for advising and as a result, retention rates may
be affected.
Definition of Terms
For this study, the following definitions were used for clarification of terms used
throughout this study:
9

Administrator refers to personnel who are actively involved in student affairs
(Cohen & Brawer, 1996).
Attrition refers to a school's loss of students. The operational definition used in
this study: students who fail to re-enroll at an institution in consecutive semesters.
(Seidman, 2005).
Academic success refers to the status of completing a fall, spring, or summer term
of study in satisfactory academic standing, or graduating (Seidman, 2005).
Advising is the process of interaction between advisee and advisor that assists the
advisee in identifying options and making decisions (Wyckoff, 1999)
Advisor is the institutional representative authorized to assist students with
academic planning, goal-setting, and interpretation of institutional policies. (NACADA,
2009).
Completer refers to a student who finishes a program with a two-year degree or a
certificate (Seidman, 2005).
Completion Rates refer to the percentage of students who finish the program.
(Seidman, 2005).
Community College refers to two-year institution supported by public funds and
accredited to award the Associate in Arts or Associate in Science as its highest degree
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
Dropout refers to the student who leaves and does not return during the period
under the study (Seidman, 2005).
Faculty refers to those that teach academic, career, and technical programs as well
as assist with student advising (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
10

Enrollment Management refers to those faculty, staff, and administrators that
register and advise students. They may also be involved in student recruitment and who
are aware of trends leading to greater competition for students (Dempsey, 1999).
First-generation Student is a student attending a community college whose
parents have not obtained a college degree or attended college (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1996).
First-year student engagement in educationally purposeful activities is positively
related to academic outcomes as represented by first-year student’s grades and by
persistence between the first and second year of college (Kuh, et al., 2008).
Non- traditional student is one who is older than 24 or does not live in a campus
residence (e.g. a commuter), or is a part-time student, or some combination of these three
factors; is not greatly influenced by social environment of the institutions and is chiefly
concerned with the institution's academic offerings (Bean & Metzner, 1985).
Persistence is a student's post-secondary education continuation behavior that
leads to graduation. The desire and action of a student to stay within the system of higher
education from beginning year through degree completion (Seidman, 2005).
Retention refers to the ability of an institution to retain a student from admission
to the university through graduation (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
Retention Practices are strategies employed by community colleges to retain
students from their first-to -second year of enrollment with the same institution defined
by a yes or no response by each participant from the survey sample to each practice from
the list of retention practices contained in this survey (Dempsey, 2009).

11

Support services staff refers to those who provide counseling services through
registration (Dempsey, 2009).
Withdrawal refers to the departure of a student from a college or university
campus (Seidman, 2005).
Organization of the Study
The first chapter provided an introduction of the study, the problem statement,
purpose of the study, research questions, theoretical and conceptual framework,
limitations delimitations of the study, and operational definitions.
Chapter Two included a review of related literature concerning the development
and growth of community colleges. The history of retention and retention practices as
related to community colleges. The chapter also included theories/models of practice
concerning retention. These practices specifically focus the community college
environment.
Chapter Three outlined the methodology, research design, and the participants for
the study. This chapter also discussed the procedures used in conducting the research
questions, research design, population, sample instrument, data collection and analysis of
the data.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The review of literature addressed the historical perspectives, persistence, and
attrition as they relate to the retention issues in community colleges. For several decades,
improving student retention in higher education settings has been a concern of
administrators and instructors (Tinto, 1993). Higher learning institutions are held
accountable for assuring that students receive the maximum benefit from their
educational experiences. Specifically, community colleges are responsible for being the
principal provider of academic instruction and a major provider of vocational preparation
and workforce development through adult training programs (Kasper, 2002-2003). The
purpose of this study is to identify and address administrators, faculty, and student
support services staff’s perceptions of the roles of academic advising as it relates to
retention in first year students. This chapter provided a summary of literature related to
these areas and their effect on retention in community college student’s success. The
following literature was divided into three main sections: history of the community
college system, the historical and theoretical review of retention with a focus on the
attrition/persistence models and current practices and historical development and
elements of academic advising.
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Background of the Study
Studies supported the assertion that it is vital that students continue their
education beyond high school if they have any chance of being successful. In one study
the average attrition rate for first to second year students was 41% with a persistence rate
of 34% (Fike & Fike, 2008). These percentages appear to support the need for
community college students to continue their education. According to Roman (2007),
because community colleges serve as a major vehicle to prepare people for the
workforce, and employers need increasing numbers to remain competitive, these
institutions are a significant player in the economic development of their local
communities.
The literature suggested that specific areas have become essential to the, issue of
first year student retention. According to Cuseo (2002), more than half of all community
college students who withdraw from college will do so during their first year.
In this study, the relationship of first year students’ retention issues and their
components were particularly related to the areas of social involvement, external college
support /community influences and the role of college academic advising. These areas
appear to be vital to the effectiveness of retention and graduation in community college
students during the first year. Consequently, education beyond high school is
increasingly essential to earn a middle class income, and community colleges play a
crucial role in preparing individuals for careers and entry into baccalaureate programs
(National Center for Education Statistics, [NCES] 2007). It has been found that “more
students leave their college or university prior to degree completion than stay” (Tinto,
1993, p.1). Out of 100 students entering a community college for the first time, only 15
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will complete a degree or certificate within three years, while 45 will leave school
without completing a credential (NCES, 2007). The most vital question to the issue
continues to remain on the forefront: why do students leave college and how can colleges
retain them (Jacobs & Archie, 2007).
First, we should examine the role of the community college. A community college
is defined as any institution accredited to award the associate degree. Although private
junior colleges and 2- year proprietary schools are included in that definition, the 1,050
publicly supported comprehensive institutions are the dominant form (Townsend &
Twonby, 2001). Findings have been noted that the community college’s main
contribution has been to expand access to post secondary studies for millions of students
who would otherwise not have an opportunity to participate (Townsend & Twonby,
2001). Therefore, it would be fitting that the community college’s mission to assist these
students would result in lower retention rates (Townsend & Twonby, 2001). Students at
community colleges have diverse goals and diverse backgrounds. For example, some
seek personal enrichment” while others seek a better income and a more stable
foundation for their families (NCES, 2007). For many of these students community
colleges do an excellent job of providing a post secondary opportunity to a wide
community population however; this alone does not automatically lead to success.
Studies report that there is a need for student support to achieve these goals. One of the
primary sources of support for students consists of academic advising.
As the primary source, the roles of faculty and other educators such as student
affairs professionals have evolved. Due to the evolution that retention efforts have taken,
these roles should be examined more closely. In a survey conducted by the ACT (2006)
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findings revealed inadequate advising emerges among the strongest negative factors in
student retention. On the other hand, the positive attitude of faculty and staff as well as
the high quality of advising is viewed as the “strongest positive factor of retention”
(McArthur, 2005). According to the leading theorist, Tinto (1993) students go through
several stages throughout their academic progression. These stages have several variables
but social and academic integration has been noted to have a direct link to retention.
Research findings note that, “with an average attrition rate of 41% from first to second
year and a 34% persistence-to-degree rate, it is incumbent upon higher education
institutions to focus on student success and determine the predictors of student retention”
(Fike & Fike, 2008, p. 61). Findings also stated "only 51% of community college who
enrolled at four year institutions in 1995-96 completed a bachelor's degrees within six
years at the institutions in which they started" (Kuh, et al., 2008, p. 540). In addition, it
was noted that whether students seek certificates, degrees, college transfer, or specific
career skills, many encounter enormous hurdles that block their college degree program.
Some of the obstacles were found to be centered on the following characteristics among
attendees: nontraditional, gender, economics, academic readiness, and family support
(Seidman, 2005). These variables affecting community college students, lend themselves
to various services. In one study the effects of quality support services was found to
strongly influence students decision to persist and to complete a degree program
(Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007). Further studies also connect the need for a strong
academic advising structure as an essential component in student retention and
persistence. In addition, the areas of social involvement, external college
support/community influences appear to constitute the need for further study. Engstrom
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& Tinto (2008) concluded, when those external communities are strong as they are for
commuting students, their actions may serve to condition if not counter events within the
college. As one particular saying goes, “No institution is an island unto itself” (Tinto,
1993, p. 62). It is common knowledge that students have various experiences and form
various relationships while in college. As a result, students often seek support from an
array of sources. Even though their primary goal may be to enter into the academic
community, outside influences have a major impact. As a result, a large number of
students living off campus may find themselves looking to external communities for
support. Early research conducted found that for persons whose initial goal and/or
institutional assurances are weak the impact of those communities may make the
difference between persistence and departure (Tinto, 1993).
According to the Center of College Student Retention (2008), nearly 50%
students entering higher education may not earn a degree from college. According to
Tinto (1995), “the frequency and quality of contact with faculty, staff, and other students
is an important independent predictor of student persistence” (as cited in Tietjen-Smith,
Masters, Smith & Waller, 2009, p. 42). The numbers of students entering college at
different times have impacted retention (Seidman, 2005). According to Cohen and
Brawer (2003), student's chief reasons for attending community colleges vary from
getting a better job to entering the job market or transferring to a senior institution. The
community college prides itself on open access which translates into ease of entry. So
what does this mean for students in today’s society? In general it means that students
may register with little advance commitment and can enroll in classes without completing
a plan of study (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). In the past it has been a common occurrence
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for students to attend only part time or withdraw without significant penalties. This plus
the aspect of reenrollment is considerably more typical than on the university level. As a
result, colleges have made numerous efforts to strengthen requirements by demanding
advance registration, pre-enrollment, counseling and testing and advisement. However,
the attendance patterns that were encouraged during an era of laissez-faire and open
access policies still dominate (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
History of the Community College
In order to understand the concept of student retention, one must examine fully
the historical perspectives of the issue. “The American community college dates from the
early years of the 20th Century” (Cohen & Brawer, 2003, p. 1). Nationally, there are
about 1,100 community colleges, technical colleges, 2-year branch colleges, tribal
colleges, and independent junior colleges (Vaughan, 2006).
It is also important to note that “During the first quarter of the 20th Century,
Texas, Oklahoma, Illinois, Mississippi, Missouri, Iowa, Kansas, and Michigan were
among the first states to establish public junior colleges” (Vaughan, 2006, p. 21). In
Mississippi specifically, they were spawned by county agricultural colleges (Cohen &
Brawer, 2003). The term was changed when, in 1936, Hollingshead (as cited in Cohen &
Brawer, 2003) wrote that “junior colleges should be a community college meeting the
community needs” (p. 111). Community colleges during the 1950’s and 1960’s were
referred to as “junior colleges” (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). The association was used to
identify the church supported two colleges or to lower level branches of private
universities.
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However, “By the 1970’s, the term community college was usually applied to
both types” (Cohen & Brawer 2003, p. 4). In the end, the term community college was
defined as “any institution regionally accredited to award the associate arts or the
associate in science as its highest degree” (Cohen & Brawer, 2003, p. 5). One of the first
community colleges grew out of a Joliet, Illinois high school. This occurred in 1916 when
the division was formally separated from the high school and renamed Joliet Junior
College (Vaughan, 2006, p. 27). This transition introduced the idea of a high school being
able to offer college level courses. It also initiated the concept of the transfer between 2year colleges and 4- year universities (2006). According to Cohen and Brawer (2003),
"The community colleges thrived on the new responsibilities because they had not
traditions to defend, no alumni to question their role, no autonomous staff to be moved
aside, no statements of philosophy that would militate against their taking on
responsibility for everything" (p. 3). The need for trained skilled workers during the
expansion of industry was associated with this growth. It has been noted that community
colleges have led to notable changes in American education especially expanding access
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). This action has also been linked to the increase in students
attending community colleges. As a result of community colleges offering an openadmissions policy program, it ensured that no member of a community would lose or
miss out on an opportunity to attend (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
According to Vaughan (2006), access has been a major theme in American higher
education since the end of World War I. As a result community colleges were an
important part of that equation they were front and center. However, the community
college was not always an open access institution (Vaughan, 2006). There were three
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important events that culminated in the community college’s open access initiative. First,
the offspring of World War II veterans reached college age and noted the importance of
education. Next, the civil rights movement along with the surge in rights for women and
minorities were successful in tearing down obstacles for groups less fortunate. Lastly,
President Lyndon B. Johnson along with other leaders promoted education especially
higher education as a means of opportunity (Vaughan, 2006).
Additional literature reiterated this point as well. According to Vaughan (2006),
“the community college mission is to provide access to post-secondary educational
programs and services that lead to stronger communities” (p. 3). It is also vital to note
that “open access and equity means that once a student is enrolled, the college provides
support services, which include counseling, academic advising, and financial assistance
that helps to ensure that every student has the opportunity to succeed academically”
(Vaughan, 2006, p. 4).
The community colleges were known for Vocational-technical, continuing
education, developmental education and community services. Around the 1980's the
AACJC Directory listed nearly 4 million community education participants,
predominantly people enrolled in short courses, workshops, and noncredit courses
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). So the questions are posed, “How many universities would
have been shattered if community colleges to which the petitioner could be shunted had
not been available?” (Cohen & Brawer, 2003, p. 35). How would agencies provide
services if it were not for community colleges? How would the element of developmental
education be conducted? Who would take on the responsibility of the many services
provided if community colleges did not exist (2003)? According to Cohen and Brawer
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(2003), community colleges are indeed nontraditional, but they are truly American
because at their best, they represent the United States at its best. They maintain open
channels for individuals enhancing the social mobility that has characterized America,
and they accept the idea that society can be better, just as individuals can better their lot
within it (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).
Historical Perspectives of Academic Advising
The concepts of retention and academic advising are considered terms found to be
closely related in higher education (Cuseo, 2002). As far back as 1978, a study found
that although the practice of advising and its connection to the outcome of student
retention is often conceptually connected, they fail to have an empirical connection
documented (Crockett, 1978). During the 80’s and beyond this period national attrition
rates increased at 2-year and 4-year institutions (Cuseo, 2003). Over the years there has
been a strong case made for the impact that academic advising has on student retention in
community colleges. According to Wyckoff (1999), “To establish a high degree of
commitment to the academic advising process, university and college administrators must
become cognizant not only of the educational value of advising but of the role advising
plays in the retention of students” (p. 3). Research shows that the most critical period for
students is during the first year of college attendance. In addition, the case for further
incorporation of academic advising is the fact that it has been shown to have a significant
effect on student’s decisions to stay or leave an institution (Cuseo, 2003). ACT (2006)
reports that findings over the past 25 years continue to point to specific elements that are
considered essential to academic advising but often not found in many service programs:
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Formulation of a program mission statement that clearly articulates the meaning and
purpose of academic advising.
Provision of sufficient incentives, recognition, and reward for effective academic
advising. Established criteria for the recruitment, selection, and deployment of academic
advisors. Substantive orientation, training, and development of academic advisors. This
population is likely made up of the following student characteristics: predominantly first
generation, commuter, underprepared, and diverse in all areas including age, ethnicity,
ability, and socioeconomic backgrounds (King, 2002).
The Importance of First-Year Student Retention
Tinto declares that the majority of new students entering higher education leave
their initial college of choice without completing a degree (1993). Consequently, the
attrition rates have steadily risen since the early 80s for 2-year and 4-year colleges at all
types of higher educational institutions (Cuseo, 2002). Findings suggest that the most
critical period or stage of vulnerability occurs during the first year of college (Cuseo,
2003). Additional, findings stated that the first year attrition was approximately 50% at
2-year institutions (ACT, 2004). According to Tinto (1993) it is during the first weeks of
college enrollment that students will have socializing experiences with faculty,
administrative staff, counselors, and peers. As a result these experiences will influence
their overall satisfaction with campus life and success in college. The emphasis placed on
the importance of the retention of first year students is also discussed in The American
Community College, Cohen and Brawer (2003) report that as the 21st Century dawns,
community colleges in the United States continue to enroll a large percentage of firstyear students from diverse backgrounds and with diverse interests.
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Faculty Advising and Retention Linkages
Findings suggest that community college leaders cannot continue to ignore the
importance of research indicating the importance of the role of faculty in student’s
retention efforts. Faculty members’ primary role is to implement the instructional goals
of the college and or department. However, studies over the years suggest that faculty
advisement and the faculty’s role in its delivery, is notably a vital component as a service
to the student (McArthur, 2005). In addition, research done by Astin (1993) found a link
between the level of persistence or retention and the level and quality of interactions with
faculty and staff. Early studies indicated that factors attributing to students “stopping out”
or dropping out included the following:
•

Academic difficulty

•

Adjustment problems

•

Lack of a clear academic or career goal

•

Uncertainty

•

Lack of commitment

•

Poor integration within the college community

•

Incongruence

•

Isolation

Habley (1994) also found that the structured environment centered around
academic advising provided the positive interaction needed by students.
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Social Involvement and Retention
According to Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon (2004), there are certain
characteristics that contribute to student departure. Many of these center around how
students respond to economic, psychological, organizational and sociological issues. For
example, in terms of economics, students often weigh the costs against the benefits of
college when deciding to persist. According to, (Tinto ,1993, as cited in Seidman, 2005)
the aspect of weighing the costs and benefits of attending a given college or university by
the individual student establishes the focus of the economic perspective on college
student departure. As a result, students often leave college when the costs outweigh the
benefits (Braxton, 2003). The next theory focuses on psychological aspects of student
departure. Braxton (2003) found that academic aptitude and skills, motivational states,
personality traits, and student development theories are some of the processes that may
affect student departure. The concept of this organizational structure was detailed in
Bean (2005) theoretical model. Also during this time, Bean and Eaton (2000) found that
there was a link in psychological influences and student’s behavior. These processes were
often associated with academic and social integration, institutional fit and loyalty, and
intent to persist.
As a result of Tinto’s theoretical model, (Braxton, 1989, as cited in Seidman,
2005) found four specific propositions that were examined and found to be a link to
student retention and social involvement.
1.

Students bring to college different entry characteristics which will impact
their initial commitment to the institutions.
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2.

A student’s initial commitment to the institution will impact the student’s
future commitment to the institution.

3.

Student’s continued commitment to the institution is enhanced by the level
of social integration they rely early on.

4.

The greater the level of commitment to the institution, the higher the
likelihood of the student being retained through graduation.

The findings of the data “suggest that social integration not academic integration
is the key to understanding student departure” (Seidman, 2005, p. 24).
Current Trends in Student Retention
One trend currently being reviewed in the literature is the use of Freshman
Learning Communities (FLC) and their link to college performance and retention. These
communities are focused around specific topics such as: the environment,
communication, and leadership. During this period of time, students are taking the same
courses during the first semester (Hotchkiss, Moore, & Pitts, 2006). This process is
grounded in the psychological theories which suggest that involving students in smaller
communities early in his or her academic studies may improve performance and develop
confidence and social integration (Bean & Eaton, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
As a result of this process, students experience a positive perception of their first-year
experience (Hotchkiss et al., 2006). In this study the primary component of FLC
program consist of following:
•

First-semester program only.

•

25-student maximum in each FLC.

•

Five-course block scheduling.
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•

Only two of the five courses are exclusive to the FLC selected.

•

The New Student Orientation course counts in the student’s grade point
average.

•

Integrated learning.

The conclusions from the paper would be to measure the impact of FLC
participation on performance and retention. The findings suggest that there is a
significant correlation between the factors linking participation and Grade Point Average
(GPA). As a result, college administrators need more information to adequately judge
the impact of programs similar to FLC’s. This particular study fails to discuss the impact
on community college first-year students.

Figure 2.

Tinto’s Attrition Model 1975 (Tinto, 1975, p.114).
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Theoretical Retention Perspectives and Models
Retention may be defined as the ability of an institution to retain a student from
admission to the university through graduation (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). There are
several theoretical models that focus primary on retention variables. The aspect of
student retention revolves around at least four perspectives. They consist of: “theoretical
perspective, policy perspective, the institutional perspective, and the institutional
perspective” (Seidman, 2005, p. 215). In this instance he explains that “from a
theoretical perspective, retention is something to be explained” (Seidman, 2005, p. 215).
The focus for this research study will center on the theoretical perspective and an
institutional perspective (Seidman, 2005). It was also important to examine the
individual perspectives for departure which focused on the effects of background
characteristics such as: institutional experiences, student behavior and attitudes and how
they interact to affect retention decisions (Seidman, 2005).
There are nine specific themes that describe the relationship between the
approaches of the institutional perspective, individual perspective and the theoretical
perspective (Bean, 2005).
These specific themes consist of the following:
1.

Student’s background

2.

Money and finance

3.

Grades and academic performance

4.

Social factors

5.

Bureaucratic factors

6.

The external environment
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7.

Psychological and attitudinal factors

8.

Institutional fit

9.

Commitment

10.

Intention

One of the themes supports the link between student interaction with faculty and
staff. According to the research, any faculty interaction that supports and increases a
student’s sense of self-efficacy is viewed as having a positive impact on their attitudes
toward school. The outcome could directly affect the student’s likelihood of continued
enrollment and possible degree completion (Bean, 2001).
One of the major models of student retention is the leading theorist Tinto’s (1975)
Theory of Student Departure which focuses on academic and social integration.
Followed by Astin’s (1984) study of involvement or the Input-Environment– Output
model. In Astin’s (1984) model he focuses on the aspect of student involvement rather
than student integration (Wild & Ebbers, 2003). Astin (1984) viewed this involvement as
manifesting itself in interaction with peers as well as faculty. Next, Pascarella and
Terenzini (1991) held to Tinto’s (1975) model as a guiding perspective of their research
findings. These findings are centered on research that demonstrates that the degree and
quality of personal interaction with other members of the institution are critical elements
in student persistence.
The student’s institutional experience can also be linked to their (external forces).
Tinto (1993) found that “when external communities are strong, as they are for
commuting students, their actions may serve to condition if not counter events within the
college” (p.116). In this section the literature examined the theories and related models
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of student persistence and attrition. The concept of student retention is one that occurs
over a period of time. It has become of vital importance to institutions of higher
education because by increasing this rate equals a thriving college that is able to sustain
and to grow. The theory of departure strives to provide a clearer understanding for the
reasons why students fail to complete college. Whereas the theoretical models of
departure examine using a model as a visual interpretation of the theories. In addition, the
models of departure identify the many factors that show relationship to the concept of
retention, but don’t address specifically the reason why the factors behave in the manner
that they do (Bean, 1980). During the 1970's retention was at the center of discussion on
colleges and most universities (Seidman, 2005). There were numerous studies conducted
and published that attempted to relate the causes and effects concerning the ever-growing
issue of retention. However, it seems that initially the quest for answers to these studies
began with (Spady, 1971, as cited in Seidman, 2005), "Dropouts from higher education:
An interdisciplinary review and synthesis". Spady (1971) examined the empirical
literature from the 1960’s that centered the dropout concept as a process that addressed
the need for further study of the subject. As a result, Spady's (1971) sociological model of
student departure begins to explain the process as an interaction between the student and
the college environment. His claim found that there was a connection between the
student's attributes (values, interests, skills, and results), Spady's (1971) sociological
model of student departure begins to explain the process as an interaction between the
student and the college environment. His claim found that there was a connection
between the student's attributes (values, interests, skills, attitudes, etc.) and the affect due
to exposure to their environment (faculty, peers, and administrators). The outcome was
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based on the principle that if the student and the environment are congruent in their
norms, the student will assimilate both socially and academically, increasing the
likelihood of persistence. Tinto (2005) built and enhanced this model and merged it with
other evidence that centered on the student departure process. As a result, it seems that
over the last 30 years the issue of retention has been explored in order to gain a better
understanding.
Even though, there have been other researchers who have discussed the economic,
organizational, psychological, and sociological theories there is one that still dominates.
The theoretical perspectives of Tinto (1993), specifically the internationalist theory of
student college departure, have enjoyed paradigmatic stature (Braxton, et al., 2004).
According to Tinto (1993), “the role of the psychological characteristics and
psychological processes in departure of college students reflects the psychological
orientation to understanding this phenomenon" (p. 63).
According to Farrell (2009), postsecondary schools are intricate community
structures defined by the relationships among the people, bureaucratic processes,
structural arrangements, mission and values, traditions and history. A study of the effect
of administrative styles on retention found a positive correlation between a collegial,
humanistic administrative style and student retention. On the other hand, the study found
a negative correlation between a hierarchical or bureaucratic administrative style and
retention.
Farrell (2009) stated that college requires financially secure students, but it should
not admit students for the benefit of the institution and not for the good of the student. A
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concern for its standing among potential students donors, and employees should motivate
a college to retain students for economic, ethical, and institutional reasons.
A Historical Perspective of Student Retention
At the center of the issue of student retention is a simple yet complex question,
why do some students leave college before completing a degree? (Bean, 2005).
Literature finds that it is vital to an institution to retain students this is at the core of its
mission. According to Seidman (2005), "retention is the ability of a particular college or
university to successfully graduate the students that initially enroll in that institution" (p.
3). On the other hand, it is more difficult to define the concept of retention as it relates to
the community college student. This is due in part to the fact that the issue of retention
relies on the specific program entered into at the community college (Seidman, 2005).
As noted by Astin (1990) retention rates differ not only according to the type of student
but also the type of degree program. In addition the issue of retention may also be
dependent on the institutional environment and what the institution has to offer. So as the
study/focus of retention has increased the need for more specifics has intensified. The
focus of these issues of retention appears to center around three primary issues that have
been addressed in the literature. They are: (1) definitions of student retention; (2)
theoretical models for student retention; and (3) current research and analysis of student
retention in the community college context (Wild & Ebbers, 2002).
It is believed that these definitions should identify a common thread with which to
link the outcome of retention. In addition the more insight researchers and educators
have, the greater the input concerning the issue. This is seen as a difficult task because
most of the current definitions lend themselves toward the university or 4 year college.
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Current findings state that these definitions are based on too narrow a view to provide a
definition of student retention in the community college (Wild & Ebbers, 2002, p. 505).
Some of the terms have included "on time graduation" and "program completion"
(Walleri, 1981, p. 5). According to a report by Crawford (1999) retention is defined as
maintenance of continued enrollment in class throughout one semester. In another report,
(Terenzini, 1987, as cited in Wild & Ebbers, 2002, p. 506) included a specific category
for the concept of attrition and retention as an attainer: a student who leaves prior to
certificate or degree completion, but after achieving a personal goal for example,
completion of a particular course, or acquisition of a particular skill". Hagedorn (2005)
further describes two basic types of students as being the college persister and the
nonpersister. The student who enrolls in colleges and remains enrolled until degree
completion is a persister. A student who leaves college without earning a degree and
never returns is nonpersister (Tynes, 2010). Another definition appeared to place more
emphasis on the idea of persistence than placed more weight on the attainment of
graduation and degree. In this definition, Wyman (1997) defines retention as “the percent
of entering students graduating or persisting in their studies at an institution" (p. 29).
However, the terms that were used previously to refer to student retention varied,
depending on the particular institutional settings. As a result, it appears that there may be
no one definition to encompass the many aspects of student retention.
Seidman (2005) defines these terms:
•

Attrition refers to students who fail to reenroll at an institution in
consecutive semesters.
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•

Dismissal refers to a student who is not permitted by the institution to
continue enrollment.

•

Dropout refers to a student whose initial educational goal was to complete
at least a bachelor's degree but who did not complete if.

•

Mortality refers to the failure of students to remain in college until
graduation.

•

Persistence refers to the desire and action of a student to stay within the
system of higher education from beginning year through degree
completion.

•

Retention refers to the ability of an institution to retain a student from
admission to the university through graduation.

•

Stop-out refers to a student who temporarily withdraws form an institution
or system.

•

Withdrawal refers to the departure of a student from a college or
university campus. (p. 7)

There are also numerous terminologies for the concept of student departure. It
includes at least two main categories: voluntary or involuntary. In addition there are the
further aspects of these categories such as: institutional departure and system departure
(Seidman, 2005). Also noted were the results of these issues- such as: "Student trends,
diversity of campuses, educational roles, socioeconomic external contexts, policies and
interventions, and bases of knowledge" (p. 21).
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CHAPTER III
METHOD

Chapter Three included the following sections to present the research method
used in this study: (a) research design, (b) participants, (c) instrumentation, (d) data
collection and analysis. The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of
administrators, faculty, and student support service staff regarding retention practices and
services used by the community college to retain full-time, associate degree seeking
students from their first year to second year of enrollment. This study investigated using
self-reported findings on the perceptions of administrators, faculty, and support service
staff at a community college with six campus locations.

Research Design
This study was a descriptive, non-experimental analysis that used quantitative
survey methods to evaluate and determine the self-reported perceptions of community
college faculty, staff and administrators as they relate to retention issues of first year
students. The formal definition (Kerlinger, 1986) for non-experimental research as
applied in this study is a systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not have
direct control of independent variables because their manifestations have already
occurred or because they are inherently not able to be manipulated. Inferences about
relations among variables are made, without direct intervention, from concomitant
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variation of independent and dependent variables (Kerlinger, 1986). Since there was no
manipulation of either the independent or dependent variables and there were no random
assignments of participants to groups, this study fulfilled the definition of quantitative,
non-experimental research (Dempsey, 2009). Research methods used in descriptive,
survey research were also used in this study.
In addition, Johnson and Christensen (2008) defined research conducted similar to
this study to be considered causal-comparative. Causal comparative research explores the
relationship between one or more categorical independent variables and one or more
quantitative dependent variable (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Causal comparative
analysis was used to explore the relationship between retention practices and services and
administrator, faculty and student support service perceptions issues and in this study.
Population and Sample Procedures
The research setting for the study was a large, urban/rural, multi-campus
community college in the southern United States. The makeup of six campus locations, in
2011, had an annual enrollment of approximately 32,000 students in academic, career
technical, workforce, secondary and adult education programs. It is the fourth largest
institution of higher learning in the state.
The college employs approximately 500 instructional academic and career
technical administrator, faculty, and student support service staff. There are currently
vice-presidents, deans, assistant deans, and academic/career technical faculty and
counseling staff at each of the campuses. There is currently no formal system of faculty
advising at the time this study was conducted on any of the campus locations; however,
there have been pilot programs in the past.
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Instrumentation
After numerous searches, the current researcher was unable to locate a survey
design that exactly matched the needs for the study. As a result, the current researcher
used an existing survey that was tailored to fit the specific criteria of the study. The
current researcher incorporated the original referred to as the Effective Retention
Practices Questionnaire (ERPQ) created by Dempsey (2009) on the campus of Marshall
State University (see Appendix B). The original survey which was modified for the
current study consists of three parts: (1) Institutional Information. (2) Examples of
Retention Practices or Services, and (3) Demographics. The current researcher was given
written permission by Dempsey to use the ERPQ survey (see Appendix A). The original
and current instrument consists of a cross-sectional survey. According to Fraenkel and
Wallen (1993), “A cross-sectional survey collects information from a sample that has
been drawn from a predetermined population.” (p. 398)
Dempsey (2009) created the ERPQ questionnaire once he discovered that one did
not exist that placed importance on the effectiveness of current retention practices in
community colleges. This original instrument was also used to determine the perceptions
of enrollment managers' practices that effected retention in first-year students in a
community college. However, the current instrument expanded on the groups of
participants which included administrators, faculty, and support staff in a community
college environment. The current survey omitted three of the practices used in the
original due to a lack of applicability. In addition, instead of the original 25 practices, the
current survey used 22 items and grouped them into 11 practices and 11 services. The
grouping was based on wording of the item and use of the items as indicated in the
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advising center. These revisions to the survey section 11 were done with the current
researcher and the chair of the dissertation.
The ERPQ instrument was developed using a variety of resources. First,
Dempsey (2009) used the Community College Survey of Student Engagement which
surveys student perceptions of institutional practices was developed. Students were given
this particular survey yearly over a period of six years to determine and access student
needs and college policies effectiveness. This survey followed the students' perceptions
and failed to focus on any other elements. As a result, the survey is only effective at
gaining information concerning students' perceptions.
Next, to gain more detailed information directed at the study’s sample, the
developer examined a study completed by the ACT (2006) service conducted by (Habley
& McClanahan, 2004). Dempsey’s (2009) study focused on approximately 3,000
colleges that were surveyed regarding their retention practices. Dempsey (2009) found
this study useful in its selection of retention strategies that were specifically geared to
community colleges. The strategies were selected from a list of 82 specific interventions.
According to the researcher’s findings, the selections of a particular practice to include in
the ERPQ were made based on the percentage of community colleges campuses utilizing
a specific practice and those that were cited by respondents in the study as having the
highest impact on retention (Dempsey, 2009). As a result, these findings were later
incorporated into the ERPQ.
In addition, there were other resources that were consulted during the
development period of the ERPQ: The National and Priorities Report (Noel-Levitz 2006,
as cited in Dempsey, 2009), and the Successful retention planning: A step-by-step
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approach and comparative data taken from the ACT Surveys of Adult Learner Needs as
(cited in Dempsey, 2009). There was also a literature review focused on college student
persistence which produced necessary information that was used as a component to
identify the institutional student practices. Furthermore, there was additional information
gathered from the original researcher’s community college colleagues concerning the
specific formulation of the instrument. This further established the validity of the survey
for the purpose of the study.
Dempsey (2009) had assistance in constructing the “specific retention practices”
in section H of the ERPQ. This information gained was gathered from a study sponsored
by the ACT service by Habley & McClanahan (2004). In Dempsey’s particular study,
the Chief Academic Officers of the colleges were surveyed regarding how they used 82
specific institutional interventions to improve student retention.
The current research instrument was adapted from the ERPQ. The instrument in
this study was most closely related to the one created by Dempsey (2009) which was
associated with advising practices and services for retaining students during the first year
of enrollment. The current modified survey instrument included questions that relate to
the perceptions of community college administrators, faculty, and support service staff
regarding retention practices.
The survey was comprised of three sections (1) Institutional Information –7
questions, (2) Examples of Retention Practices or Services – 22 questions, and (3)
demographics-7 questions. Section I questions consist of the percentage of time spent
directly on the development and implementation of the institution’s plan for increasing
retention. Section II used a Likert scale form to rate administrators, faculty, and student
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support staff perceptions of the level of importance of the advising and services as they
pertained to retention during the first year of enrollment. In section II, the survey was
divided into two components which were examples of retention practice which consisted
of 11 advising center practices. Section II also consisted of a second component that
included 11 retention services. The participants responded to the question, “What is your
perception as to the level of importance of each of the Advising Center practices in
retaining first-time, full-time, associate degree-seeking students from their first to second
year of enrollment?” The rating scale ranked the practices as 4 very important, 3
somewhat important, 2, not very important, and 1 not at all important. The 11 practices
consisted of the following:
•

extended freshman seminar

•

center individual degree plan

•

mandatory academic advising

•

assistance with completing financial aid/scholarship

•

information on course transfer

•

policy for faculty advising

•

policy of midterm progress reports

•

online registration process

•

full-year schedule of academic offerings

•

mandatory course placement

•

mandatory placement in developmental courses
The second component consisted of question 2, which asked participants “What is

your perception as to the level of importance of each of the following Advising Center
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services in retaining first- time full-time, associate degree-seeking students from their
first to second year of enrollment?” Participants were then asked to rate each of the
services even if they were not being used at their particular campus (see rating scale
criteria above). The 11 services consisted of the following:
•

use of peer tutoring

•

individualized career exploration and guidance

•

access to academic skills labs

•

Child care services

•

accommodations for student disabilities

•

learning communities

•

use of peer mentoring

•

early warning system for at risk

•

personal counseling services

•

special support services for racial/ethnic minorities

•

special advising interventions for at risk students
Section III of the instrument used in this study asked for demographic information

which the researcher of the present study wished to obtain from each respondent. The
demographics were gender, ethnicity, level of degree, position in the college, years of
employment, and age.
For the purpose of this study, the research instrument was delivered by a webbased survey created using Survey Monkey© which would increase (a) respondent
participation, (b) reduce response time and limit duplication (Couper & Miller, 2008),
and to potentially reduce errors in data translation (2008). According to the global
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association for market research ESOMAR, by 2007 online studies represented 20% of all
expenditures on data collection (Hernandez & Lopez, 2007). Web participants are
respondents who have Internet access and their common use of sample frames consists of
self-selected panelists.

Procedures
Validity and Reliability
According to Borg and Gall (1989), content validity is the degree to which the
sample of test items represents the content that the test is designed to measure. Content
validity of the ERPQ instrument has been established because the survey has closely
related goals as the same section of the ACT instrument which has been used in six
national surveys on issues related to academic advising. In addition, reliability is defined
as the level of internal consistency of the measuring device over time (Borg & Gall,
1989). A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 9.5 was computed by the original researcher to
determine the reliability of the survey instrument (Borg & Gall, 1989).
Paper Version of Survey
The survey instrument used for this study consisted of three sections: (1)
institutional information, (2) examples of retention practices or services, and (3)
demographics. First, participants completed the institutional information section that
includes enrollment size, retention rate percentages, enrollment management plan, and
time spent on responsibilities. Next, participants completed the retention and practices
section. Each participant rated their perception as to the level of importance of each of the
practices in retaining students by marking the number that most accurately reflect his or
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her perception. The choice of answers are 1=not at all important, 2=not very important,
3=somewhat important, and 4=very important. Lastly, participants included the
demographics section that includes age, ethnicity, degree level, field of study, position,
length of employment, and gender.
Web Version of Survey
Participants were given a choice of completing the survey instrument
electronically by completing the web-based form posted on the Internet. Each participant
wanting to complete the survey instrument electronically used the numeric code found on
his or her paper version of the survey by entering that code on the web survey. Similar to
the paper survey, a code was used to track those who had not responded to the survey in
order for the researcher to follow-up after the initial two week period. Each participant
completed the institutional information section by clicking the radio button corresponding
to the appropriate choice. Similarly, the participants completed the retention practices and
service section by clicking the radio button that matched their perceptions as to the level
of importance. The answers were the same as those on the paper survey. Lastly, each
participant completed the demographics section by clicking the radio button
corresponding to the appropriate choice.
Follow-Up
After a 2-week period, the researcher identified all non-respondents by their three
digital numerical code. Those individuals received an e-mail explaining the study,
requesting their participation, reminding them where to find their numerical code, and
providing the address of the web based survey. Again, non-respondents were given the
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chance to complete the survey online or on paper. They could complete the paper copy if
they wanted to and if they still had their copy; otherwise, another copy was sent to them.
Participants were told to complete the survey online and the researcher provided them
with their numerical code.
Data Collection
Upon approval from the Mississippi State Institutional Review Board (IRB; see
Appendix C), and the President of the participating institution (see Appendix D) the
survey research was conducted. A list of names of vice-presidents, faculty, and staff was
acquired from the Human Resource Office for the catalog. A packet containing a cover
letter explaining the purpose, asking for voluntary cooperation, confidentiality and the
participant’s consent form was mailed to the participants (Appendix E).
The researcher coded the survey by titles of the participants. Each participant was
randomly assigned a numeric code from a table of random numbers which was shown in
the bottom right hand corner of each survey page. The numeric code was used to track
participants who did not respond so the researcher could follow-up by e-mail after the
initial two weeks of data collection. Once the consent forms were emailed back to the
researcher indicating that the participants would like to participate in the study, the
researcher will e-mail the participants, a cover letter, the ERPQ Survey. The researcher
kept track of the consent forms by maintaining a table with the names and numeric code
of the faculty. As the participants returned the consent forms, their names and numeric
codes were checked off and a survey was emailed to them to complete.
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The researcher created a table to maintain control over the surveys. The table
included the names and numeric code to identify each participant. As the participants
completed the survey their names and numeric code were eliminated from the table. The
table will be maintained in a locked file cabinet at the investigator’s residence. When the
data collection was completed, the investigator will keep the records for three years
before disposal.
The participants were asked to complete the survey within a 7-day period. After
two weeks following the distribution of the survey, the investigator will email the
participants who have not completed the survey a cover letter and survey link asking
them to take a few minutes to complete the survey in seven days. All data collection was
completed one month after the initial dissemination of survey.
Data Analysis
The following research questions were used for purposes of analysis and
interpretation:
1. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college administrators
regarding advising center practices and services as a function for
retention?
2. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college faculty
regarding advising center practices and services as a function for
retention?
3. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college student
support services staff regarding advising center practices and services as a
function for retention?
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4. Are there significant differences among community college
administrators, faculty, and support service staff regarding their
perceptions of the practices and services provided by the advising center?
The research questions were answered using descriptive statistics to describe data
in a clear and succinct way (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993). The Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyze data for the research questions. Data
analysis included the frequencies, means, and Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was used because it is a nonparametric method that tests whether samples originate from the same distribution. Since
the survey instrument consisted of ordinal scale data, it was necessary to use a nonparametric test to evaluate the perceptions of the population (Fraenkel &Wallen, 1993).
The population consisted of administrators, faculty and support staff in a community
college setting. The instrument asked them to rate their perception as to the level of
importance of specific practices and services provided to first year students in order to
retain them. The study was designed for comparing more than two samples that are
independent or not related. In addition, the Mann-Whitney U was used to test for further
significant differences. The alpha level of .05 was used for all tests of significance.
Mann-Whitney U is a test used when the intention is to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference in scores for two variables measured at the ordinal
level. Since it is not possible to find a true mean value when one used ordinal data, the
Mann-Whitney U procedures takes all of the scores for the two groups and puts them into
one column, then ranks them. After the ranks are assigned, the scores are placed back into
the groups. Then, the mean of the ranks in each group was computed, and a test was
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completed to determine whether there was s a statistically significant difference in the
mean ranks for each group. The “Mean Rank” is the mean rank score for each group. The
p-value is then examined to determine the significant difference. If the computer p-value
is equal to, or less than .05, the difference is determined to be significant. If the p-value is
determined to be greater than .05, the difference is not significant (Borg & Gall, 1989).
When there is a difference between groups, effect size is examined to determine
how much of a difference exists. Explanations concerning the participants’ perceptions
on all of the items are included in the descriptive section of the results in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of administrators,
faculty, and student support service staff regarding retention practices and services used
by the community college to retain full-time, associate degree seeking students from their
first year to second year of enrollment. The study served to increase knowledge of
retention practices and services provided by a community college with six campus
locations. Of the 349 surveys distributed, 132 were received and considered for analysis
for a response rate of 37.82%. A descriptive research design was used in this study. Data
analysis included the frequencies, percentages, and the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA. In
addition, the Mann-Whitney U was used for more detailed comparison of the variables.
This chapter presents a description of the results. The purpose of the study was to
determine if the perceptions of administrators, faculty, and student support service staff
differ concerning the advising center's practices and services as to why students are not
retained during the first year of enrollment. The analysis of data was presented in two
sections: (a) description of the participants and (b) results of the data analysis related to
the research questions.
This chapter revealed survey responses from administrators, faculty, and student
support service in a community college setting. Participants in this study were employed
as full-time administrators, faculty, and student support service staff. Currently, the
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faculty teaches in the program areas of academic, career, and technical programs.
Participants in the study were asked to complete a modified version of the ERPQ by
ranking their perceptions of eleven practices and eleven services provided by the advising
center. The questionnaire included- section I institutional information, section II the
survey, and section III the demographics. In section II, participants ranked the practices
and services from (4) very important, (3) somewhat important, (2) not very important,
and (1) not very important at all.
Descriptive Statistics
Section I – Institutional Information
In this section the participants were asked to provide their institutional
information for each campus location. The participants selected small, medium, or large
for their geographical location. Next, participants were asked to describe the rate of
retention for first time full time.
Section II – Practices and Services
In this section the participants were asked to rank their perceptions as to the level
of importance of each of the 11 practices and 11 services of the Advising Center.
The eleven practices on the ERPQ are listed as follows: extended freshman
seminar; center individual degree plan; mandatory academic advising; assistance with
completing financial aid/scholarship; information on course transfer; policy for faculty
advising; policy of midterm progress reports; online registration process; full-year
schedule of academic offerings; mandatory course placement; mandatory placement in
developmental courses.
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Of the 11 practices, the statistical analysis found that extended freshman seminar
and policy for faculty advising had significant differences as outlined in the Analysis of
Research Questions section. The other nine practices had little or no significant
difference as a function for retention among administrators, faculty, and support service
staff.
The 11 services of the ERPQ are listed as follows: peer tutoring; individualized
career exploration and guidance; access to academic skills labs; child care services;
accommodations for student disabilities; learning communities; use of peer mentoring;
early warning system for at risk; personal counseling services; special support services
for racial/ethnic minorities; and special advising interventions for at-risk students.
The statistical analysis found that accommodations for student with disabilities,
early warning system for at-risk students, and special support services for racial/ethnic
minorities had significant differences as outlined in the Analysis of Research Questions
Section. The other eight services had little or no significant difference as a function for
retention among administrators, faculty, and support service staff.
Section III – Demographics
Items in Section III were used to provide information concerning the
demographics of the participants. Of 349 surveys distributed, 132 were received and
considered for analysis for a response rate of 37.82%. Of this group, 17.4 % (n=23) were
administrators, 60. 6% (n= 87) were faculty, and 16.7% (n= 22) were student support
staff.
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The participants’ gender in this study indicated that there were 73.5% (n=97)
female and 21.2% (n=28) male. In addition, 5.3% (n=7) of participants omitted the area
of gender selection.
Table 1
Gender of Participants

Female
Male
Missing
Total

Frequency
97
28
7
132

Percentage
73.5
21.2
5.3
100.0

The years of experiences of the participants in this study were: 24.2% had 1-5
years of experience, 25.8% of them had 6-10 years of experience, 11.4% of them had 1115 years of experience, and 34.1% of them had over 15 years of experience.
Table 2
Years of Experience of Participants

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
over 15 years
Missing
Total

Frequency
32
34
15
45

Percentage
24.2
25.8
11.4
34.1

6

4.5

132

100.0
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Table 3 is a presentation of the position of the participants in this study. As seen
in the table, 17.4% (n=23) of the participants were administrators, 60.6% (n=80) of them
were faculty, and 16.7% (n=22) of them were student support staff.
Table 3
Position of Participants

Administrator
Faculty
Student Support Staff
Total
Missing
Total

Frequency
23
80
22
125
7
132

Percentage
17.4
60.6
16.7
94.7
5.3
100.0

Table 4 recorded the respondents’ level of education as 5.3% (n=7) had an
Associate degree, 9.1% (n=12) had a Bachelor’s degree, 70.5% (n=93) of them had a
Master’s degree, and 9.8% (n=13) had a doctorate degree. There were 5.3 % (n=7) of the
respondents that did not choose a level of education in the survey.
Table 4
Level of Education of Participants

Associate Degree
Bachelors Degree
Masters Degree
Doctorate
Missing
Total

Frequency
7
12
93
13
7
132
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Percentage
5.3
9.1
70.5
9.8
5.3
100.0

The ethnicity of the respondents in the study indicated that there were 40% (n=53)
black, 51.5% (n=68) White, and 1.5% (n=2) Asian. There were approximately 6.8% (n=
9) percent that declined to respond to the section on ethnicity.
Table 5
Ethnicity of Participants
Frequency
Black
53
White
68
Asian
2
Total
123
Missing
9
Total
132

Percentage
40.2
51.5
1.5
93.2
6.8
100.0

The age of the participants in this study were 18.2% of the were 26-35, and
12.1% of them were 34-41 years old, as well as 18.9% were 42-49 years old, and 44.7%
were 50 years of age and over.
Table 6
Age of Participants
Frequency
18-25
26-35
34-41
42-49
50 and over
Missing
Total

Percentage

1
24
16
25
59
7
132

.8
18.2
12.1
18.9
44.7
5.3
100.0
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Section one of the survey reported the Institutional information conducted in the
study. Forty-five percent reported a small campus enrollment size (0-2000). About 20%
of participants reported the campus enrollment size as medium (2001-3000). Of the
respondents, 35% reported a large campus enrollment size of about 3000 or more.
Based on the data analysis, the largest number of faculty (33%) was not sure
about the student retention rate for first time, full time, associate degree-seeking students.
The majority (35%) of administrators perceived that the student retention rate was
26-50 %. Similar to administrators, the majority (50%) of support staff perceived the
retention rate among first time full time, associate degree seeking students to also be 2650%.
Table 7
Retention Rate (Percentage Retained) for First Time, Full-Time, Associate DegreeSeeking Students Fall 2010 to Fall 2012
Frequency
0 to 25%
26 to 50%
51 to 75%
76% or more
Not sure
Missing
Total

Percentage

7
38
18
5
55
9
132

5.3
28.8
13.6
3.8
41.7
6.8
100.0

The participants responded to the question “approximately what percentage of
your time is spent on responsibilities directly related to the development and
implementation of your institution's plan to increase the retention rate of first-time,
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associate degree-seeking students?” As seen in Table 8, 18.9 % (n=25) of the participants
spent 26%-56% of the time, 12.9% (n=17) of them spent 51%-75% of the time, and
15.2% (n=20) of them spent 75% or more of the time on responsibilities directly related
to the development and implementation of their institution's plan to increase the retention
rate of first-time, associate degree-seeking students.
Table 8
Percentage of Time Spent to Increase Retention Rate of First-Time, Associate DegreeSeeking Students

26 to 50%
51 to 75%
76% or more
Missing
Total

Frequency
25
17
20
70
132

Percentage
18.9
12.9
15.2
53.0
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or orientation credit course. The data
presented in Tables 9-19 serve to provide the responses relating to practices. The data in
Tables 20-30 represent the perceptions regarding the services provided. The data in
Tables 31-40 represent the results of the analyses that were computed to evaluate
differences between administrators, faculty, and student support staff relating to the
practices and services. As seen in Table 9, 64.4% of the participants believed that the
Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or orientation credit course was very
important.
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Participants Perception of Practices
In this section of the study, the administrators, faculty, and student support staff
provided their perceptions of the Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course.
Table 9
Perceptions of Advising Center's Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit
Course

Not very important
Somewhat important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
12
28
85
7
132

Percentage
9.1
21.2
64.4
5.3
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's individual degree plan for each student. As seen in Table 10, 78.0%
(n=103) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's individual degree plan for
each student was very important.
Table 10
Perception of Advising Center's Individual Degree Plan for Each Student

Missing
Total

Frequency
Not very important
3
Somewhat
19
important
Very important
103

Percentage
2.3

7

5.3

132

100.0

14.4
78.0
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The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's mandatory academic advising prior to registration each term. As
seen in Table 11, 62.1% (n= 82) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's
mandatory academic advising prior to registration each term was very important.
Table 11
Perception of Advising Center's Mandatory Academic Advising Prior to Registration

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
6

Percentage
4.5

35

26.5

82
9
132

62.1
6.8
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's assistance with completing financial aid and/or scholarship
application processes. As seen in Table 12, 71.2% (n=94) of the participants believed that
the Advising Center's assistance with completing financial aid and/or scholarship
application processes was very important.
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Table 12
Perception of Advising Center's Assistance with Completing Financial Aid and/or
Scholarship Application Processes
Frequency
Not very important
1
Somewhat
27
important
Very important
94
Missing
10
Total
132

Percentage
.8
20.5
71.2
7.6
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's information on courses that transfer to 4 year colleges. As seen in
Table 13, 77.3% (n= 102) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's
information on courses that transfer to four year colleges was very important.
Table 13
Perception of Advising Center's Information on Courses that Transfer to Four Year
Colleges
Frequency
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Percentage

17

12.9

102
13
132

77.3
9.8
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's policies for advising of students by faculty. As seen in Table 14,
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43.2% (n=57) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's policy for advising
of students by faculty was very important.
Table 14
Perception of Advising Center's Policies for Advising of Students by Faculty
Frequency
Not very important
16
Somewhat
47
important
Very important
57
Missing
12
Total
132

Percentage
12.1
35.6
43.2
9.1
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's policy of providing students with mid-term progress reports. As
seen in Table 15, 48.5% (n=64) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's
policy of providing students with mid-term progress reports was very important.
Table 15
Perception of Advising Center's Policy of Providing Students with Mid-Term Progress
Reports
Frequency
Not very important
12
Somewhat
45
important
Very important
64
Missing
11
Total
132

Percentage
9.1
34.1
48.5
8.3
100.0
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The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's online registration process. As seen in Table 16, 71.2% (n=94) of
the participants believed that the Advising Center's online registration process was very
important.
Table 16
Perception of Advising Center's Online Registration Process

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
1

Percentage
.8

30

22.7

94
7
132

71.2
5.3
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's access to full-year schedule of academic offerings. As seen in
Table 17, 65.9% (n= 87) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's access to
full-year schedule of academic offerings was very important.
Table 17
Perception of Advising Center's Access to Full-Year Schedule of Academic Offerings
Frequency
Not very important
4
Somewhat
31
important
Very important
87
Missing
10
Total
132

Percentage
3.0
23.5
65.9
7.6
100.0
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The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's mandatory course placement testing. As seen in Table 18, 68.9% of
the participants believed that the Advising Center's mandatory course placement testing
was very important.
Table 18
Perception of Advising Center's Mandatory Course Placement Testing

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
7

Percentage
5.3

26

19.7

91
8
132

68.9
6.1
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's mandatory placement in developmental/remedial courses for
students with low placement test score. As seen in Table 19, 78.0% (n=103) of the
participants believed that the Advising Center's mandatory placement in
developmental/remedial courses for students with low placement test score was very
important.

60

Table 19
Perception of Advising Center's Mandatory Placement in Developmental/Remedial
Courses
Frequency
Not very important
6
Somewhat
15
important
Very important
103
Missing
8
Total
132

Percentage
4.5
11.4
78.0
6.1
100.0

Participants Perceptions of Services
The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's use of peer or other tutoring services. The data in Tables 20-30
presented the perceptions of the respondents relating to services provided. As seen in
Table 20, 53.0% (n=70) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's use of peer
or other tutoring services was very important.
Table 20
Perception of Advising Center's Use of Peer or Other Tutoring Services
Frequency
Not very important
8
Somewhat
46
important
Very important
70
Missing
8
Total
132

Percentage
6.1
34.8
53.0
6.1
100.0
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The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's individualized career exploration and guidance services. As seen in
Table 21, 59.8% (n=79) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's
individualized career exploration and guidance services were very important.
Table 21
Perception of Advising Center's Individualized Career Exploration and Guidance
Services

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
3

Percentage
2.3

40

30.3

79
10
132

59.8
7.6
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's access to academic skills lab center. As seen in Table 22, 69.7%
(n=92) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's access to academic skills
lab center.
Table 22
Perception of Advising Center's Access to Academic Skills Lab Center
Frequency
Not very important
3
Somewhat
30
important
Very important
92
Missing
7
Total
132

Percentage
2.3
22.7
69.7
5.3
100.0
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The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's use of child care services. As seen in Table 23, 37.1% of the
participants believed that the Advising Center's use of child care services was very
important.
Table 23
Perception of Advising Center's Use of Child Care Services

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
19

Percentage
14.4

48

36.4

49
16
132

37.1
12.1
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's academic accommodations for students with learning disabilities.
As seen in Table 24, 77.3% ( n=103) of the participants believed that the Advising
Center's academic accommodations for students with learning disabilities were very
important.
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Table 24
Perception of Advising Center's Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning
Disabilities
Frequency
Not very important
2
Somewhat
20
important
Very important
102
Missing
8
Total
132

Percentage
1.5
15.2
77.3
6.1
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's learning communities. As seen in Table 25, 37.1% (n=49) of the
participants believed that the Advising Center's learning communities were very
important.
Table 25
Perception of Advising Center's Learning Communities

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
16

Percentage
12.1

54

40.9

49
13
132

37.1
9.8
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's use of peer mentoring. As seen in Table 26, 28.0% (n= 37) of the
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participants believed that the Advising Center's use of peer mentoring was very
important.
Table 26
Advising Center's Use of Peer Mentoring
Frequency
Not very important
16
Somewhat
69
important
Very important
37
Missing
10
Total
132

Percentage
12.1
52.3
28.0
7.6
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's early warning system for academically at-risk students. As seen in
Table 27, 66.7% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's early warning
system for academically at-risk students was very important.
Table 27
Advising Center's Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
2

Percentage
1.5

33

25.0

88
9
132

66.7
6.8
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's special support programs/services for racial /ethnic minorities. As
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seen in Table 28, 37.1% (n=49) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's
special support programs/services for racial /ethnic minorities was very important.
Table 28
Advising Center's Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic Minorities

Not very important
Somewhat important

Frequency
18
53

Percentage
13.6
40.2

49
12
132

37.1
9.1
100.0

Very important
Missing
Total

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions of
the Advising Center's special advising interventions for at risk students. As seen in Table
29, 68.2% (n=90) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's special advising
interventions for at risk students were very important.
Table 29
Perception of Advising Center's Special Advising Interventions for At Risk Students

Not very important
Somewhat
important
Very important
Missing
Total

Frequency
5

Percentage
3.8

30

22.7

90
7
132

68.2
5.3
100.0

The administrators, faculty, and student support staff provided their perceptions
of the Advising Center's personal counseling services. As seen in Table 30, 69.7%
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(n=92) of the participants believed that the Advising Center's personal counseling
services were very important.
Table 30
Perception of Advising Center's Personal Counseling Services
Frequency
Not very important
Somewhat important
Very important
Missing
Total

Percentage

3
30

2.3
22.7

92
7
132

69.7
5.3
100.0

Group Comparison
The Mann Whitney U is a test used when the intention is to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference in scores for two variables measured at the
ordinal level. Since it is not possible to find a true mean value when one uses ordinal
data, the Mann Whitney procedure takes all of the scores for the two groups and puts
them into one column, then ranks them. After the ranks are assigned, the scores are
placed back into the two groups. Then the mean of the ranks in each group is computed,
and a test is done to see whether there is statistically significant difference in the mean
ranks for each group. The "Mean Rank" is the mean rank score for each group. The pvalue is then examined to determine significant difference. If the computed p-value is
equal to, or less than .05, the difference is determined to be significant. When there is
difference between groups, effect size is examined to determine how much of a
difference exists. According to Cohen, (1988) the Effect Size plays a direct role in the
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sample size calculation for the study. In addition, it is used to connect to the power of a
test, the level of significance, and sample size. Explanations concerning the participants'
perceptions on all of the items are included in the descriptive section of the results.
The data in Tables 31-40 presented the results of the analyses that were computed
to address differences in the perceptions of the administrators, faculty, and student
support staff. Table 31 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding
their perceptions of the Advising Center’s extended freshman seminar or orientation
credit course. As seen in the table, Student Support Staff (76.05), followed by
administrators (68.26), perceptions were more closely related whereas the faculty (57.90)
were markedly lower.
Table 31
Mean Ranks—Position by Advising Center's Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation
Credit Course

Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course

Position

N

Administrator
Faculty
Student Support
Staff
Total

23
80

Mean
Rank
68.26
57.90

22

76.05

125

Table 32 is a presentation of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test that was computed
to examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there
was a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's extended
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freshman seminar or orientation credit course (p < .05). Effect size was large (3.655;
Cohen, 1988).
Table 32
Kruskal-Wallis—Position by Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit Course

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.
Eta-squared

Advising Center's extended freshman
seminar or orientation credit course
7.310
2
.026
3.655

Tables 33, 34, and 35 were computed to examine multiple comparisons to
examine differences in the perceptions on the advising center's extended freshman
seminar or orientation credit course based on position (administrator, faculty, and student
support staff). As see in Table 35, the difference in the perceptions regarding the
advising center's extended freshman seminar or orientation credit course was between the
faculty and student support staff.
Table 33
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Faculty on Extended
Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit Course
Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course
Mann-Whitney U

762.000

Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P > .05

-1.467
.142
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Table 34
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Student Support Staff on
Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit Course
Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course
Mann-Whitney U

216.000

Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

-1.264
.206

a Grouping Variable: Position P > .05
Table 35
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Faculty and Student Support Staff on
Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit Course
Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P < .05

630.000
-2.445
.014

Table 36 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s policies for advising of students by faculty. As seen
in the table, participants who were employed as Administrators perceptions were (77.32),
followed by Student Support Staff (56.81), and the faculty (56.70).
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Table 36
Mean Ranks—Position by Policies for Advising of Students by Faculty
Position
Administrator
Faculty
Student Support
Staff
Total

Advising Center's Policies for Advising of
students by faculty

N
22
77

Mean
Rank
77.32
56.70

21

56.81

120

Table 37 is a presentation of the Kruskal- Wallis ANOVA that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there
was a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's policies for
advising of students by faculty (p < .05). The effect size (eta-squared) was large (3.792;
Cohen, 1988).
Table 37
Kruskal-Wallis—Position by Policies for Advising of Students by Faculty

Chi -Square
df
Asymp. Sig.
Eta-squared

Advising Center's Policies for
Advising of students by faculty
7.583
2
.023
3.792

Tables 38, 39, and 40 were computed to examine multiple comparisons to
examine differences in the perceptions on the Advising Center's policies for advising of
students by faculty based on position (administrator, faculty, and student support staff).
As seen in Table 38 and Table 39, the difference in the perceptions regarding the advising
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center's policies for advising of students is between the administrators and faculty and
administrators and student support staff.
Table 38
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Faculty on Advising
Center's Policies for Advising of Students
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of students
by faculty
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P < .05

559.500
-2.659
.008

Table 39
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Student Support Staff on
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of Students
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of students
by faculty
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P < .05

148.500
-2.286
.022
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Table 40
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Faculty and Student Support Staff on
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of Students
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of students
by faculty
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P > .05

803.500
-.047
.962

Table 41 was a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s academic accommodations for students with learning
disabilities. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as administrators had
the highest mean rank score (73.50), followed by student support staff (70.73), and the
faculty (57.01).
Table 41
Mean Ranks—Position by Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning
Disabilities
Position

Advising Center's Academic accommodations for
Students with Learning disabilities

Administrator
Faculty
Student Support
Staff
Total

N

Mean
Rank
23
73.50
79
57.01
22

70.73

124

Table 42 is a presentation of the Kruskal- Wallis ANOVA that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was
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a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's academic
accommodations for students with learning disabilities (p < .05). The effect size (etasquared) is large (5.866; Cohen, 1988).
Table 42
Kruskal-Wallis—Position by Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning
Disabilities
Advising Center's Academic Accommodations for
Students with Learning Disabilities
Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.
Eta-squared

11.732
2
.003
5.866

Tables 43, 44, and 45 were computed to examine multiple comparisons to
examine differences in the perceptions on academic accommodations for students with
learning disabilities based on position (administrator, faculty, and student support staff).
As seen in Table 43 and Table 45, the difference in the perceptions regarding the
academic accommodations for students with learning disabilities was between the
administrators and faculty and faculty and student support faculty.
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Table 43
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Faculty on Academic
Accommodations for Students with Learning Disabilities
Advising Center's Academic accommodations for
Students with Learning disabilities
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P < .05

667.000
-2.755
.006

Table 44
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Student on Support Staff
Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning Disabilities
Advising Center's Academic accommodations for
Students with Learning disabilities
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P > .05

241.500
-1.022
.307

Table 45
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Faculty and Student Support Staff on
Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning Disabilities
Advising Center's Academic accommodations for
Students with Learning disabilities
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position P <. 05

676.500
-2.210
.027
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Table 46 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s early warning system for academically at risk
students. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as student administrators
had the highest mean rank score (76.87), followed by Student Support Staff (76.75), and
the faculty (53.46). There was a significant difference pertaining to the administrator’s
higher rating concerning this service. Results displayed that administrators and student
support staff’s perceptions were closely related concerning the above practice /service.
However, the faculty results were markedly lower.
Table 46
Mean Ranks—Position by Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students

Advising Center's early warning system for
academically at risk students

Position

N

Administrator
Faculty
Student Support
Staff
Total

23
78

Mean
Rank
76.87
53.46

22

76.75

123

Table 47 is a presentation of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was
a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's early warning system
for academically at-risk students (p < .05). The effect size (eta-squared) was large (9.966;
Cohen, 1988).
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Table 47
Kruskal-Wallis Position by Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.
Eta-squared

Advising Center's early warning system for academically at-risk students
19.931
2
.000
9.966

Tables 48, 49, and 50 were computed to examine multiple comparisons to
examine differences in the perceptions on Advising Center's early warning system for
academically at risk students based on position (administrator, faculty, and student
support staff). As seen in Table 48 and Table 50, the difference in the perceptions
regarding the Advising Center's early warning system for academically at-risk students is
between the administrators and faculty and faculty and student support faculty.
Table 48
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Faculty on Advising
Center's Early Warning System For Academically At-Risk Students
Advising Center's Early Warning System for
Academically At-Risk Students
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p < .05

555.500
-3.363
.001
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Table 49
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Student on Advising
Center's Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students
Advising Center's Early Warning System for
Academically At-Risk Students
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p > .05

252.500
-.032
.975

Table 50
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Faculty and Student on Advising Center's
Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students
Advising Center's Early Warning System for
Academically At-Risk Students
Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p < .05

533.000
-3.280
.001

Table 51 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s special support programs/services for racial /ethnic
minorities. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as administrators had
the highest mean rank score (72.96), followed by Student Support Staff (71.91), and the
faculty (53.33). Results displayed that administrators and student support staff’s
perceptions were closely related concerning the above practice /service. However, the
faculty results were markedly lower.
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Table 51
Mean Ranks—Position by Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic
Minorities
Position

Advising Center's Special support programs/services
for racial /ethnic minorities -

Administrator
Faculty
Student Support
Staff
Total

N

Mean
Rank
23
72.96
75
53.33
22

71.91

120

Table 52 is a presentation of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was
a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising special support
programs/services for racial /ethnic minorities (p < .05). The effect size (eta-squared) was
large (5.045; Cohen, 1988).
Table 52
Kruskal-Wallis—Position by Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic
Minorities

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.

Advising Center's Special support programs/services for racial /ethnic
minorities
10.089
2
.006
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Tables 53, 54, and 55 were computed to examine multiple comparisons to
examine differences in the perceptions on Advising Center's special support
programs/services for racial /ethnic minorities based on position (administrator, faculty,
and student support staff). As seen in Table 53, the difference in the perceptions
regarding the Advising Center's special support programs/services for racial /ethnic
minorities is between the administrators and faculty and faculty and student support
faculty.
Table 53
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Faculty on Advising
Center's Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic Minorities
Advising Center's Special support programs/services for
racial /ethnic minorities

Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p < .05

580.500
-2.575
.010

Table 54
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Administrator and Student Support Services
on Advising Center's Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic Minorities
Advising Center's Special support programs/services for
racial /ethnic minorities

Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p > .05

248.500
-.118
.906
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Table 55
Mann-Whitney U Test—Differences between Faculty and Student Support Staff on
Advising Center's Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic Minorities
Advising Center's Special support programs/services for
racial /ethnic minorities

Mann-Whitney U
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
a Grouping Variable: Position p < .05

569.500
-2.399
.016

Analysis of Research Questions
This section presented the results of the data analysis and provided findings
related to each research question. There were four research questions.
To address each research question, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was
conducted to evaluate the differences among the three participants (Administrators,
Faculty, and Student support staff) concerning advising center practices and services.
This test was selected because there were 22 factors associated with the dependent
variable of retention practices or services that were ranked as (4) very important, (3)
somewhat important, (2) not very important and (1) not at all important. Kruskal-Wallis
testing was provided for all 22 of the retention practices and services to be tested for
significant differences. The use of Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA, as opposed to other testing
methods helped to reduce or eliminate the possibility of encountering Type I errors. For
the first three questions, descriptive statistics were presented. For question 4, the
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was used along with the Mann-Whitney U to determine further
comparisons of the three group’s perceptions.

81

Research Question 1
What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college administrators
regarding advising center practices and services as a function for retention? Items in
Section 2 were used to answer the perceptions of administrators regarding advising center
practices and services as a function for retention. The respondents rated the ERPQ using
a four-point Likert Scale.
Research Question 2
What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college faculty regarding
advising center practices and services as a function for retention? Items in Section 2 were
used to answer the perceptions of faculty regarding advising center practices and services
as a function for retention. The respondents rated the ERPQ using a four-point Likert
Scale.
Research Question 3
What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college student support
services staff regarding advising center practices and services as a function for retention?
The respondents rated the ERPQ using a four-point Likert Scale. Based up their
perceptions of the 22 practices and services, the respondents were instructed to rate each
practices in the survey from (4) very important- the highest to (1) not at all important -the
lowest.
Research Question 4
Research question four asked is there a significant difference among community
college administrators, faculty, and support service staff regarding their perceptions of
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the practices and services provided by the advising center? Section 2, referred to the
differences regarding the participants’ perceptions concerning this question. The
perceptions score was derived from a scale from one (not at all) to four (very important).
The administrators, faculty, and support service staff identified the levels of importance
of the practices or services provided by the community college.
Examination of Research Questions
The data in Tables 56-66 present the results of the analyses that were computed to
address differences in the perceptions of the administrators, faculty, and student support
staff. Table 56 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s extended freshman seminar or orientation credit
course. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as Student Support Staff
had the highest mean rank score (76.05), followed by administrators (68.26), and the
faculty (57.90).
Table 56
Mean Ranks—Position by Advising Center's Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation
Credit Course

Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course

Position

N

Administrator

23

68.26

Faculty

80

57.90

Student Support
Staff

22

76.05

Total

83

125

Mean
Rank

Table 57 is a presentation of the ANOVA that was computed to examine
differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was a
significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's extended freshman
seminar or orientation credit course (p < .05).
Table 57
Position by Extended Freshman Seminar or Orientation Credit Course
Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or orientation credit course
Chi-Square

7.310

df
Asymp.
Sig.

2
.026

Table 58 was a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perceptions of the Advising Center’s policies for advising of students by faculty. As seen
in the table, participants who were employed as Administrators had the highest mean
rank score (77.32), followed by Student Support Staff (56.81), and the faculty (56.70).
Table 58
Mean Ranks—Position by Policies for Advising of Students by Faculty
Position

N

Mean
Rank

22

77.32

Faculty

77

56.70

Student Support
Staff

21

56.81

Administrator
Advising Center's Policies for Advising of
students by faculty

Total
84

120

Table 59 is a presentation of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was
a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's policies for advising
of students by faculty (p < .05).
Table 59
Position by Policies for Advising of Students by Faculty

Chi-Square
df
Asymp.
Sig.

Advising Center's Policies for Advising of students by faculty
7.583
2
.023

Table 60 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s academic accommodations for students with learning
disabilities. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as administrators had
the highest mean rank score (73.50), followed by student support staff (70.73), and the
faculty (57.01). Results displayed that administrators and student support staff’s
perceptions were closely related concerning the above practice /service. However, the
faculty results were markedly lower.
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Table 60
Mean Ranks—Position by Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning
Disabilities
Position

Mean
Rank

23

73.50

Faculty

79

57.01

Student Support
Staff

22

70.73

Administrator
Advising Center's Academic accommodations
for Students with Learning disabilities

N

Total

124

Table 61 is a presentation of the ANOVA that was computed to examine
differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was a
significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's academic
accommodations for students with learning disabilities (p < .05).
Table 61
Position by Academic Accommodations for Students with Learning Disabilities

Chi-Square
df
Asymp.
Sig.

Advising Center's Academic Accommodations for Students with
Learning Disabilities
11.732
2
.003

Table 62 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s early warning system for academically at-risk
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students. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as student administrators
had the highest mean rank score (76.87), followed by Student Support Staff (76.75), and
the faculty (53.46).
Table 62
Mean Ranks—Position by Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students
Position

N

23

76.87

Faculty

78

53.46

Student Support
Staff

22

76.75

Administrator
Advising Center's early warning system for
academically at-risk students

Mean
Rank

Total

123

Table 63 is a presentation of the analysis of variance that was computed to
examine differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was
a significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising Center's early warning system
for academically at-risk students (p < .05).
Table 63
Position by Early Warning System for Academically At-Risk Students

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.

Advising Center's early warning system for academically at risk
students
19.931
2
.000
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Table 64 is a presentation of the mean ranks of the participants regarding their
perception of the Advising Center’s special support programs/services for racial /ethnic
minorities. As seen in the table, participants who were employed as administrators had
the highest mean rank score (72.96), followed by Student Support Staff (71.91), and the
faculty (53.33). Results displayed that administrators and student support staff’s
perceptions were closely related concerning the above practice /service. However, the
faculty results were markedly lower.
Table 64
Mean Ranks—Position by Special Support Programs/Services for Racial /Ethnic
Minorities
Position
Administrator
Faculty
Advising Center's Special support programs/services
Student Support
for racial /ethnic minorities
Staff
Total

N

Mean
Rank
23
72.96
75

53.33

22

71.91

120

Table 65 is a presentation of the ANOVA that was computed to examine
differences in the perceptions based on position. As seen in the table, there was a
significant difference in the perceptions of the Advising special support
programs/services for racial /ethnic minorities (p < .05).
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Table 65
Position by Special Support Programs/Services for Racial/Ethnic Minorities

Chi-Square
df
Asymp. Sig.

Advising Center's Special support programs/services for racial /ethnic
minorities
10.089
2
.006

Summary
In section I of the ERPQ administrators, faculty, and student support service staff
were asked to answer questions based upon their perceptions of the role of the advising
center pertaining to student retention. Participants were informed that all information
gathered would be kept confidential and no personal information would be disclosed. In
section I, respondents discussed the Institutional Information such as the enrollment size
of their particular campus. Next, they were asked to provide the retention rate for their
campus from a two year period. Participants were required to state if their institution
currently had an enrollment management plan or practice targeted at assisting in retention
of students.
In addition, they were asked to rate the percentage of time spent on
responsibilities directly related to the development and implementation of the institution's
plan to increase the retention rate for first time full time degree seeking students. In
section II, participants were provided a list of 11 practices and 11 services from the
ERPQ. The survey used a Likert Scale that consisted of the following levels: 4-Very
Important, 3-Somewhat Important, 2-Not Very Important and 1-Not At All Important.
These practices and services were used to rate 22 specific indicators of the advising
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center of a community college in the southern United States. The purpose of examining
the perceptions was to determine if the practices and services improved the retention rate
of (first-time) full time, associate-degree seeking student from the first- to second year of
enrollment.
The analysis found that of the eleven practices there were nine practices that had
little or no significant difference as a function for retention among the administrators,
faculty, and student support service staff. In addition, the analysis of the study also found
that of the eleven services there was little or no significant differences as a function for
retention among administrators, faculty, and support service staff.
A statistical analysis was conducted to gather the demographics of the
administrators, faculty, and support service staff which were the participants in the study.
Chapter V summarized the research findings and provides the conclusion and
recommendations.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter consisted of three sections. The first section was a summary of the
study under investigation. The next section contained a discussion of the findings and
conclusions of the study. The last section contained recommendations developed on the
findings of the study.
Summary
The purpose of the study was to investigate the perceptions of a Mississippi
community college in the south consisting of: administrators, faculty, and student support
services staff regarding student retention issues or factors. Specifically, this study was
designed to determine whether there was a difference among community college
administrators, faculty, and support service staff regarding their perceptions of the
practices and services provided by the advising center. There have been previous studies
done concerning student's perceptions of retention issues. However, there is a gap in the
literature concerning the perceptions of faculty and administrators. Studies over the years
suggest that faculty advisement and the faculty's role in delivery was a vital component as
a service to students (McArthur, 2005).
The research design for this study was a descriptive, non-experimental analysis. A
survey was used to gather data. Data were collected from 132 faculty in a community
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college. Data included responses from the survey questions. The respondents’ perceptions
were used in the analysis as the dependent variables. The independent variables were the
practices and services. Participants in this study consisted administrators, faculty, and
support staff from a community college in the southern United States. Data analysis
included the use of frequencies, percentages, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test and the
Mann-Whitney U.
Of the 132 participants in this study, 17. % of the participants were
administrators, 60.6% of them were faculty, and 16.7% of them were student support
staff. In addition, 73.5% of the participants were females, and 21.2% of them were
males. Also, 40% of the participants were Black, 51.5% of the participants were White,
and 1.5% of them were Asian.
Only 3.8% of the respondents reported a retention rate of 76.0% or more, and just
15.2% of them spend 75% or more of the time on responsibilities directly related to the
development and implementation of your institution’s plan to increase the retention rate
of first-time, associate degree-seeking students.
The research study was guided by four research questions. The questions
consisted of the following:
1. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college administrators
regarding advising center practices and services as a function for retention?
Findings indicated that the administrator's perceptions, specifically of 5 of the 22
practices/services resulted, in a significant difference. Administrators perceived the
practice/service extended freshman seminar or orientation credit course displayed a mean
rank of (68.26), the practice/service policy for advising of students by Faculty, reported a
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mean rank of (77.32), the practice /service advising students by faculty reported a mean
rank for administrators of (73.50), the next practice/service early warning system for at
risk students had a mean rank of (76.87), and the practice /service special support
programs/services for racial ethnic minorities had a mean rank of (72.9).
Out of the 22 practices and services, the participants as a whole (administrators,
faculty and student support staff) ranked 10 of the practices or services as very important
(see conclusions below). The results of administrators suggest that these five services
are needed to increase retention. Prior studies note that the service for students with
disabilities may be due to the Disabilities Act and protecting the rights of the students
(Dempsey, 2009). Administrators may have perceived that these particular
practices/services focused on ensuring that all facets of the student's needs are meet.
Because many of the practices and services are currently in place, the administrator's
may not have felt that were directly linked to maintaining retention.
Previous Research Comparisons
Previous studies showed that administrators must be able to explore the higher
education classroom and its effect on student persistence and satisfaction (Demaris &
Kritsonis, 2008). The results of this study showed that administrators’ perceptions of the
importance of the advising center’s early warning system for academically at-risk
students were perceived to be significant. This issue would certainly be a factor in
retaining first year students and serve as a function for retention. Another study suggested
that the major implications from research, that evolved from the use of Tinto model of
integration was that faculty as well as administrators should try to foster the academic
and social engagement of their students (Bailey et al., 2005).
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2. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college faculty regarding
advising center practices and services as a function for retention?
According to the results, the faculty's perceptions specifically of 5 of the 22
practices/services resulted in a significant difference. Specifically, faculty perceptions of
the following practices/services as a function for retention showed a mean rank of 57.90
for extended freshman seminar orientation credit course, 56.7 for advising students by
faculty, 57.01 for accommodations for students with learning disabilities, 53.46 for early
warning system for at risk students, and 53.3 for special support programs/services for
racial/ethnic minorities. When examining the practices/services that reported significant
differences, it was surprising to see that faculty rankings were markedly lower that
administrators and student support staff. The conclusion might be made that faculty and
student relationships are centered on the classroom environment and not on services
provided by the college. Studies indicated that faculty have a role to play in and out of the
classroom regarding student retention (Farrell, 2008). However, out of the 22
practices/services, the participants as a whole (administrators, faculty and student support
staff) ranked 10 of the policies as very important (see conclusions below). These results
would suggest that faculty are aware of the need for these practices and services, but
unable due to time constraints and other duties to effectively implement them. Faculty
may also believe that the implementation of these practices/services should be an
administrative or support service duty. Studies show that these perceptions have been an
issue. Farrell (2009) notes that faculty involvement is still limited even though it is
viewed as critical to the success of student retention.
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Consequently, studies over the years suggest that faculty advisement and the
faculty’s role in delivery are a vital component as a service to students (McArthur, 2005).
Another study revealed that the faculty student connection is very vital to retention was
the Academic Communities program which was initiated to assist with connecting
student, staff, and faculty who have shared interests as a means of retaining students in
college (Crumley & Demarest, 2010). Even though some of the results indicate that
administrator’s perceptions of the practices and services ranked higher, the role of faculty
was still important. The lower perception rankings of faculty could be due to the larger
number of participants in this study.
Previous studies focused on the enrollment management administrator’s
perceptions practices and services used for retention. However, there appears to be a gap
in research concerning the aspect of the faculty’s viewpoint of the importance of these
practices and services as a function for retention.
3. What are the perceptions of Mississippi community college student support
service staff regarding advising center practices and services as a function for
retention?
Findings indicated that student support service staff's perceptions of advising
center practices and services showed a mean rank of 76.50 for extended freshman
seminar or orientation credit course, 56.8 for advising students by faculty, 70.73 for
accommodations for students with learning disabilities, 53.46 for early warning system
for at risk students, and 71.91 for special support programs/services for racial/ethnic
minorities.
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Student support service staff’s perceptions were significant in the areas of their
perceptions of the advising center’s academic accommodations for students with learning
disabilities. Previous studies found that the practice/service of providing students with
accommodations was greatly influenced by the federal regulations under the Americans
With Disabilities Act. Since, this act requires that accommodations be made for access in
all programs, services, and facilities, for people with disabilities, it should be noted that
this may have been taken into consideration by the participants when ranking their
perception of its importance (Dempsey, 2009).
Student support services also had significant perceptions in the area of early
warning for academically at risk students. Studies over the years suggest that there is a
need for academic advisement and acknowledges that advisement is the cornerstone for
retention (Cuseo, 2002). The conclusion may be made that student support service staff
(counselors) have a one on one relationship with many students especially during the first
year. As a result, the support service staff (enrollment managers) have a greater
knowledge of the needs of the student and how to address those needs. Is should also be
note that the mean rank scores for student support service staff and for administrators
were more in line due to their roles in the college. In contrast, the findings of one study
that stated that to establish a high degree of commitment to the academic advising
process, college administrators must become cognizant not only of the educational value
of advising, but the role advising plays in the retention of a student (Wyckoff, 1999).
These findings would support this fact and show that administrators and support staff are
more aware of the need for these practices and services.
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4. Is there a significant difference among community college administrators,
faculty and student support service staff regarding their perceptions of the
practices and services provided by the advising center?
Findings revealed that there were significant differences among community
college administrators, faculty, and student support staff regarding their perceptions of
the practices and services provided by the advising center. Out of the 22 practices and
services, there were 5 practices and services that were found to have a significant
difference among the groups. The practices and services were: (1) extended freshman
orientation credit course, (2) academic accommodations for students with learning
disabilities, (3) policies for advising of students by faculty, (4) early warning system for
academically at-risk students, and (5) special support programs/services for racial/ethnic
minorities. This suggests that the participants as a group felt that the current
practices/services were vital as a function for retention.
A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to evaluate the differences among these
variables. The test did reveal significant results of at least one of the variables
(administrators, faculty, and support staff).
Since the test did not identify where the differences occurred, the Mann-Whitney
U was used to analyze the specific sample pairs for significant differences.
Research studies conducted by McArthur (2005), Vaughan (2006), and Tinto
(2005) supported the results of the administrators, faculty, and student support staff
perceptions of practices and services provided by the advising center.
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Conclusions
Conclusions Based on Research Questions 1-3
Of the 22 practices/services included in the survey, 15 were rated by
administrators, faculty, or student support staff as being either ‘Very Important’ or
‘Somewhat Important.’ The remaining nine retention practices/services were rated ‘Not
very important’ or ‘Not At All Important’. This suggests that the nine remaining
practices may include practices/services that are being used regularly throughout the
college and pose no direct link as a function for retention. For example, child care service
centers are provided the throughout the campuses; therefore, that service may not be
perceived as a necessary function for student retention. The college provides a degree
plan and mandatory advising. However, these services are provided by the faculty and
counselor at the beginning of the semester. The results suggest that participants were
aware of the current procedures and did not directly link them as a function for retention.
Currently, there are student support staff in place to assist with financial aid and the
counseling center accesses articulation (transfer) policies. As result, participants may not
link these services as well. The policies of mid-term reports are specifically delegated to
faculty, so the other participants may not have viewed this as equally important or as
important. Consequently, there is an online registration process in effect and students are
advised by administrators, faculty and student support staff. The fact that this particular
service was not reported as being significant is surprising. Again, there are specific
procedures in place to address this service which may resulted in the current findings.
Many of these results coincide with previous research suggesting that each of the
retention practices surveyed were considered to be of equal importance. In addition these
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findings are also convergent with the findings of Habley and McClanahan (2004) who
found that among the community colleges these particular practices were thought to be
directly related to student retention. These findings were also similar to those found in
Dempsey (2009) study concerning these practices/services as they relate to the
perceptions of enrollment management administrators. Learning communities and peer
mentoring are often viewed as involving groups or cohorts and are not currently
implemented throughout the campuses. These particular services may be viewed as
imposing time and travel restrictions therefore impeding student progress. This suggests
that administrators, faculty, and student support staff may not fully link these
practices/services as a function for retention. Similarly other studies have concluded that
peer mentoring and learning communities may pose more challenges for the community
college student (Dempsey, 2009).
The following lists the ranking of the top ten practices and services provided by
the Advising Center and perceived by the administrators, faculty, and student support
staff as being important as a function for retention:
1. 78.0% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's individual
degree plan for each student was very important.
2. 78.0% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's mandatory
placement in developmental/remedial courses for students with low
placement test score was very important.
3. 77.3% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's information
on courses that transfer to four year colleges was very important.
4. 77.3% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's academic
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accommodations for students with learning disabilities were very
important.
5. 71.2% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's assistance
with completing financial aid and/or scholarship application processes was
very important.
6. 71.2% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's online
registration process was very important.
7. 69.7% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's access to
Academic skills lab center was very important.
8. 69.7% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's Personal
Counseling Services were very important.
9. 68.9% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's mandatory
course placement testing was very important.
10. 65.9% of the participants believed that the Advising Center's access to
full-year schedule of academic offerings was very important
Of the 22 practices/services included in the survey, 15 were rated by
administrators, faculty, or student support staff as being either 'Very Important or
'Somewhat Important.' The remaining nine retention practices/services were rated ‘Not
very important’ or 'Not At All Important'. These results coincide with previous research
that suggests that each of the retention practices surveyed were considered to be vital to
retention efforts (Dempsey, 2009).
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Conclusions Based on Research Question 4
On the examination of differences between the three groups of participants
(administrators, faculty, and student support services) the following perceptions were
noted as a function for retention. There was a significant difference in the perceptions of
the Advising Center's policies for advising of students by faculty between administrators
and faculty that reflected a p values of less than .05 (p<.05). However, there was not a
significant difference between administrator and student support staff. There was not a
significant difference between faculty and student support staff. Previous studies done by
Farrell (2009) linked the importance of faculty development programs and student
retention.
On the group perceptions of providing academic accommodations for students
with learning disabilities, there was a significant difference between administrators and
faculty that resulted in p values of less than .05 (p<.05). There were no significant
differences between administrator and student support staff. However, there were
significant differences between faculty and student support staff.
On the group perceptions of Advising Center's early warning system for
academically at risk students, there was a significant difference between administrators
and faculty that resulted in p values of less than .05 (p<.05). There were no significant
differences found between administrators and student support staff. This result coincides
with previous research studies done by Habley and McClanahan (2004) who noted this
retention practice as one common in "high-performing" institutions as it relates to student
retention.
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On the group perceptions of advising center's special support programs/services
for racial/ethnic minorities, there was significant difference between administrators and
faculty that resulted in p value of less than .05 (p<.05). On the other hand, there were no
significant differences between administrators and student support staff. However, there
was significant differences between faculty and student support staff. This is result
follows previous studies done by Habley and McClanahan (2004) that found this
particular retention practice to be common among "high performing" institutions as a
function for retention.
On the group perceptions of the Advising Center's extended freshman seminar or
orientation credit course, there was no significant difference between administrators and
faculty. In addition, there was no significant difference between administrators and
student support staff. However, there were significant differences between faculty and
student support staff that resulted in p values of less than .05 (p<.05).
Conclusions
The community college will continue to play an essential role in the higher
education landscape in America. This study investigated the self-reported perceptions of
administrators, faculty, and support staff at one community college as to the advising
center practices and services as a function for retention. The results of this study led to
several conclusions regarding perceptions among community college administrators,
faculty, and support staff in the southern United States. The results of this study were
supported by previous research by McArthur (2005) and Astin (1993) that reported that
the role of administrators, faculty, and support plays a fundamental part in the retention
of students. As purported by Astin (1993), Pascarella and Terrenzini (1980), and Tinto
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(1991), academic advising was accredited as a significant aspect for increasing student
success. Furthermore, academic advising offers an opportunity for all students to meet
with a concerned representative of the college. Faculty members would likely be viewed
as having higher ranks of advising practices/services due to the fact that they teach
students on a daily basis. As proposed by Debate (2010), the challenge was to create an
academic advising system the students and faculty would view as crucial, not
nonessential, to the general educational experience. However, research divulges that a
large percentage of community college students were seeking academic advising advice
from faculty members who may not have been trained as academic advisors (Community
College Student Survey of Engagement, 2006).
The results of this research was consistent with the position proposed by Farrell
(2009) and other researchers who advocate the implementation of faculty development
programs and student retention programs, especially for first-year students in order to
retain them. However, literature in the area of student retention practice and services
appears to be limited concerning perceptions of administrators, faculty, and student
support service staff (Dempsey, 2009).
Recommendations
Since student success is often assessed at the institutional level, it is important for
institutions to accelerate programs designed to facilitate student persistence and success.
These activities should include a wide variety of programs that include academic
achievement, engagement in educationally purposeful activities, satisfaction, acquisition
of desired knowledge, skills, and competencies, persistence, attainment of educational
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objectives, and post college performance. Students must be guided to achieve the level of
success necessary to support a family and to be successful in the global economy.
Recommendations for Further Study
Based on the findings and conclusions in this study, the following
recommendations are made:
1. Replicate the study to explore the perceptions of part-time faculty
employed in the study's community college setting.
2. Conduct a comparable study that includes a larger sample encompassing
community colleges administrators, faculty, and support staff to gain more
insight into the perceptions of the advising center practices and services.
3. Focus specifically on the faculty’s role in retention as well as their
perceptions of the specific practices and services that are important in
retaining first year students.
4. Examine the role of how gender, age, and years of employment, affect
administrators, faculty, and student support staff’s perceptions of the
academic advising center’s practices and services as a function for
retention.
5. Conduct future research in the area of the wrap around services being
conducted at Meridian Community College and its tie in the connection
with work force development.
6. Possible future study examining another community college in another
state.
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7. Compare the participants of this study to a student group in for a future
study.
8. Conduct future studies on the nine practices and eight services that did not
yield significant results in the study.
9. Conduct future studies that examine the remaining nine practices and
services more closely.
While this study revealed a small number of statistically significant differences
between the administrators, faculty, and support staff perceptions of the advising center's
practices and services, the extremely low response rate among the participants may have
affected the results in a negative way. Moreover, the study was geared toward full-time
faculty only. Finding a way to gather adjunct faculty perceptions may add to the overall
results of the study (Debate, 2010).
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